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Studying Regionalisation Comparatively: A Conceptual Framework

Abstract

This paper argues that the divide between ‘new’ and ‘old’ regionalisms in international politics is increasingly seen as exaggerated, but that the conceptual implications of this non-difference have yet to be taken seriously. The attempt to build a new body of theory to explain and describe recent forms of region-building - the ‘New Regionalist Approach’ - is mistaken, and falsely sets up classical integration theory as an Other in an act of auto-definition. Likewise, the acceptance of this divide by EU scholars – whether explicitly or by default – hampers their own attempts to elaborate useful theory. The two areas of study are properly understood not as separate paradigms, but rather as sub-divisions of the same one. Thus, a fruitful way to harness the insights of scholars in both sub-fields of study is to undertake an explicit programme of comparative research based around an agreed set of independent variables, research issues and hypotheses, all stemming from a common definition of the dependent variable. The paper sets out a definition and typology of this dependent variable – ‘regionalisation’ – and argues for a critical theory approach to the elaboration of a conceptual framework for its study. The paper finishes with a discussion of suitable independent variables and four tentative hypotheses to be explored in empirical research.
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1) Introduction: Regionalisms ‘Old’ and ‘New’ and the Problem of Theory

Theorising regionalism has never been straightforward. The well-worn dialectic between neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism in EU studies ultimately failed to generate workable theories, and scholars in this field – historically the prime example of regional integration
 studies – now find themselves working with a ‘mosaic’ (Diez and Wiener 2004) of various concepts, approaches and projects in a period of revision and experimentation. On the other hand, scholars of the so-called ‘new regionalism’ – in terms of quantity, primarily an extra-European phenomenon, but one which includes and was even initiated by the relance of the European Union (Schulz, Söderbaum and Ojendal 2001: 3; Fawcett 1995: 9) - have generally eschewed orthodox integration theory as represented by the acquis in EU studies. Instead such scholars have sought to generate their own corpus of theory on the ground that their dependent variable – ‘new regionalism’ - was too different from the ‘old regionalism’ of the pre-Single European Act EU meaningfully to be studied using conceptual lenses ground by EU studies scholars
. Thus, these scholars have sought to elaborate a self-consciously separate ‘new regionalism approach’ (NRA), an excellent critical overview of which is represented by the essays in Söderbaum and Shaw 2003. 

Scholars have begun to question this intellectual separatism, and there is a growing body of work which disputes the idea of a neat or even workable distinction between the two fields (Warleigh 2004: 304-8). Current thinking is that scholars in both sub-fields have much to gain from a pooling of resources and the undertaking of explicitly comparative studies: witness the plea made by the chief proponent of the NRA, Björn Hettne (Hettne 2003). Such cooperation would also help reorient work in EU studies away from what has become a rather worthy-but-dull focus on the middle range, in which the ultimate goal of the middle-range theory – the generation of a holistic understanding – appears to have been forgotten. Furthermore, it would liberate EU studies from its untenable ‘sui generis’ assumptions and enable a new range of work to be undertaken through the use of a different range of comparators from those most often employed– other regional integration projects, rather than federal polities of the nation-state kind. 

However, the theoretical implications of such a step have not yet been fully addressed by scholars in either sub-field.  In this paper I argue that the price to be paid for such an advance is that both NRA and EU studies scholars must admit that they are all essentially interested in the same phenomenon, focus on agreeing a workable definition of the phenomenon they study, and cooperate in joint research endeavours which explore a common list of independent variables in order to test hypotheses and move towards a new theoretical framework. 

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 explores in more depth the weaknesses of existing theory in the field(s). Section 3 discusses the metatheoretical issues inherent in trying to form a new corpus of theory from two fields of scholarship which auto-define as discrete entities. Section 4 sets out a putative understanding of the dependent variable of integration studies across the NRA-EU studies divide, which I call ‘regionalisation’. Finally section 5 discusses the independent variables to be investigated in order to advance the project and sets out tentative hypotheses to be put to the test in future comparative empirical work.

2) Theorising New Regionalism/Regional Integration: Overcoming the Conceptual Divide

The problems of orthodox integration theory are well-documented and need not be rehearsed here
. What counts in this context is the importance or otherwise of the differences that scholars of the ‘new regionalism’ perceived between their subject of study and the classic regional integration literature, and in particular its most advanced theorisation, neofunctionalism. In this section of the paper I therefore explore the principal differences between ‘new regionalism’ and ‘regional integration’ as set out by scholars of the former and proceed to argue that the theoretical salience of these differences is far less than has generally been assumed. This is for four main reasons. First, because the claimed differences between new regionalism and its antecedents are, to some extent, exaggerated. Second, because EU scholars themselves no longer tend to use neofunctionalism and its attendant ontologies/epistemologies – thus, the theoretical basis for the NRA claim that regionalism in Europe and elsewhere cannot be studied in the same way is metatheoretically and methodologically unsound. Third, because the fact that the EU has itself been just as much a form of ‘new regionalism’ as NAFTA, APEC etc tends to be acknowledged, but glossed over, by scholars in both fields. And finally, because the ‘new regionalism approach’ is itself being revised, and several of the grounds on which it set itself apart from previous bodies of theory are being questioned. 

Questioning the ‘New Regionalism’

For many scholars in the field, new regionalism can be differentiated from its predecessor in several ways
. Andrew Hurrell (1995a: 332) lists five major distinguishing factors. First, NR is very diverse in its nature, comprising a range of models/structures/processes of region-building rather than the single norm expected of, and advocated for, first wave regionalism by neofunctionalists. Second, it can involve partnerships between states in the ‘North’ and ‘South’ (i.e. developed and developing countries respectively), whereas previous regionalisms presupposed only North-North or South-South cooperation. Third, NR varies enormously in the level of institutionalisation of the various regions, whereas neofunctionalism/ ‘old’ regionalism had a very formal understanding of region-building that saw a lack of new joint institutions as a sign of weakness. Fourth, NR is multi-dimensional, and fundamentally blurs the distinction between the economic and the political, in contrast with its predecessor. Fifth, NR reflects, shapes and requires the development of a regional sense of identity, whereas neofunctionalism (and indeed first wave regionalism as represented by its European variant), for all its interest in the development of a new political community, notoriously underplayed and misunderstood issues of legitimacy, identity and popular support. 

To this list should be added other factors. Hettne (2000: xxi) argues that new regionalism is not dependent on spillover for its survival or success, as instead the policy objectives of the region are set out explicitly at the outset. Further core features claimed for new regionalism are that unlike its predecessor(s) it is both global in scope (rather than effectively limited to Europe), based on economic open-ness/neoliberalism rather than protectionism, independent of superpower politics, and shaped voluntarily by actors from the bottom-up rather than imposed by foreign powers or cultivated by actors at the new centre (on these various points see Hettne 2002; Söderbaum 2003).
How accurate is this picture of difference? Of Hurrell’s five distinguishing features, only the second and the fifth (respectively the North-South element of new regionalism and the lack of emphasis on issues of identity and legitimacy in the ‘old’ version) seem to stand up to reflection. It is true that neofunctionalists saw the lack of institutionalisation as a sign of a regional organisation’s likely failure to prosper (points 1 and 3), but that is entirely different from assuming that the first wave of regionalism resulted from a single design; neofunctionalism may in this regard be narrowly prescriptive, but if so that is a point about theory rather than about the nature of ‘old regionalism’ (which was undertaken in diverse ways in Latin America, Europe, Africa and Asia).  Point 4 – the allegation that old regionalism was not multi-dimensional and separated economics and politics – is similarly misconceived. Just by taking the EU case it can be seen that a broad range of tasks was anticipated in the very idea of the ‘Community Method’ (Coombes 1970) of integration, whereby cooperation in coal and steel production was intended to ‘spill over’ into other fields of policy – and to a significant extent did so even before the Single European Act, as is evidenced by the extent of legal integration during the 1960s and 1970s as well as extent of EEC competence from the outset of European integration in areas such as agricultural policy. By the same token, the mixture of economics and politics in ‘old regionalism’ has always been a matter of controversy; the EU began as a matter of high politics (peace preservation and economic recovery), and many of its controversies and legitimacy problems have resulted from its leaders’ attempts to pass highly political measures off as matters of economics and trade (Warleigh 2003, ch. 2).

Similar caution should be displayed in addressing the issues raised respectively by Hettne and Söderbaum. It is true that ‘old regionalism’ depended on the cultivation of spillover by actors at the new central level (as well as interest groups) for its success, and under-estimated the ability and will of national governments to resist this pressure. The stress on spillover cultivation is clear from both the memoirs of key political actors (Monnet 1978) and neofunctionalist theory (Haas 1958; Haas 1964). On that head, new regionalism is clearly different. It is also valid to point out that economically speaking, ‘new regionalism’ is neoliberal in nature, reflecting the changing fashions and ideologies of the times. However, it is at least questionable whether old regionalism (as represented by both neofunctionalism and EU politics in the pre-Single Act era) really failed to focus on social actors’ role in the process of region-building. As pointed out above, interest groups were considered by neofunctionalists to be likely to play a key part in the process; and empirical evidence shows that, although the Single Act certainly caused a flurry of interest group activity at EU level, this was by no means absent beforehand (Greenwood 1997).  

Whether new issues can or cannot be added to the remit of a ‘new’ regional organisation once it has been set up must remain an open question, given the youth of the various ‘new’ regional integration projects. Equally it is simply incorrect that old regionalism was (usually) involuntary, whereas new regionalism is freely chosen. ‘Regional integration’ was classically defined by neofunctionalists as a voluntary process, in order to distinguish it from previous methods of unifying territories such as nation-building or empire (Haas 1970). It might be argued that neofunctionalists under-played the role of US dominance in supporting/dictating regional integration in Europe; but then, US involvement in NAFTA (Hurrell 1995b) and APEC (Foot 1995) has been crucial in determining the policies towards regionalism of the two organisations’ respective member states. Perhaps it might be argued that the ‘Community Method’ of European integration sought a system-shaping, and even system-building, role for the European Commission. However, it is conventional wisdom that the Commission’s ability to play this role has been severely truncated, and certainly has never amounted to a power to dictate the pace of EU politics without a broad coalition of member state and interest group support (for an overview, see Cini 2002). 

Thus, a certain degree of caution is necessary when attempting to make distinctions between regionalisms old and new. Hettne (2003: 24-5) argues that the theoretically salient differences between ‘new regionalism’ and its antecedent are in fact very few, and relate principally to the need to focus analytically on a broad range of actors, to study both non-institutional and institutional factors in the region-building process, to refer specifically to globalisation and the global political economy as exogenous factors having an impact on the regional organisation/process, and to adopt a multi-disciplinary, multi-dimensional focus. These requirements for theory-building are helpful, and are addressed in section 5 below.

‘Old Regionalism’ Studies Beyond Neofunctionalism

A further ground on which the distinction between the NRA and theories of integration/ ‘old regionalism’ can be questioned is the caricature of theory-building in the latter that is often to be found in NRA theory.  With the exception of a few diehards (e.g. Schmitter 2004) or recasters of traditional approaches (Moravcsik 1999), and an unsuccessful attempt to synthesise neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism in the early 1990s, integration theory is no longer within the narrow confines of the debates of the 1950s-1970s. Indeed it has witnessed an explosion of new concepts and approaches in recent years
. Neither neofunctionalism nor intergovernmentalism continue to enjoy conceptual hegemony in the field; the very processes which sparked the creation of the NRA sparked conceptual renewal in integration theory too. The current focus is on middle-range theory, with the general rationalists versus constructivists debate in international relations becoming something of a new orthodoxy (see Wiener and Diez 2004 for an overview). Here is not the place to comment on the strengths and weaknesses of the various new approaches; what counts in the present analysis is the fact that integration theory is as different today from neofunctionalist-intergovernmentalist orthodoxy of yore as the NRA itself – and arguably more diverse. 

Taking the EU as ‘New Regionalism’ Seriously

Moreover, it is necessary to take seriously the fact that the EU (the prime case study of ‘old regionalism’) itself is part of the ‘new regionalism’. As mentioned above, it was in the EU that the shoots of the new regionalism first broke the soil; and in its continuing experimentation with a range of policy styles and regimes the EU gives as good an example of network governance dependent on links to the global political economy as well as the constituent units (the member states) as any.  This fact has, however, not been given theoretical centrality. Instead, NR scholars have tended to emphasise the differences between regionalisms old and new, and been extremely wary of the idea that the European experience might be treated as a template to follow slavishly elsewhere (Acharya 2002; Hettne 2002). In their turn, ‘old regionalism’ scholars (at least, those concerned with EU studies) have tended to ignore the new regionalism in their own theoretical endeavours
. Of course, certain scholars in EU studies have engaged with new regionalism – to give but three examples, Ben Rosamond, Walter Mattli and Mario Telò have all produced interesting work in this field (Breslin, Hughes, Philips and Rosamond 2002; Mattli 1999; Telò 2001) – but these scholars remain few in number. Explicit ‘new regionalist’ readings of the EU are few (for an exception, see Wunderlich, 2004). It therefore remains to give proper weight to the EU’s ‘new regionalism’ characteristics, a shortcoming from which scholars in both ‘new’ and ‘old’ regionalisms suffer (Warleigh 2004: 304-9). 

Revising ‘New Regionalism’

A fourth and final reason to overcome the false divide between ‘new’ and ‘old’ regionalism studies is the fact that the New Regionalism Approach has entered an explicit revision phase. Björn Hettne, the NRA’s chief proponent, has in recent work undertaken reflexive analysis of the NRA and called for change (Hettne 2003). In particular, Hettne argues in this piece that the NRA exaggerated the differences between first and second wave regionalisms, over-stated the dependence of regional projects on globalisation, and misjudged the growth potential of new regionalism. Other scholars in the field have made similar pleas for more and better work in regional theory (Söderbaum 2003: 2; Laursen 2003a, 2003b). Comparative analyses of different regional integration projects are singled out as a useful way forward (Katzenstein 1996; Higgott 1998; Hettne 2001: 1). This reflexive phase of development in the NRA sits extremely well with the ‘normative turn’ and metatheoretical phase in EU studies (Bellamy and Castiglione 2003; Warleigh 2003: 16-23), providing an opportunity for collaboration in theory-building which ought not to be missed.

3) Theory-building Across Paradigms? Towards a Conceptual Framework

However, is such collaboration possible? Certainly, the auto-definition of the ‘new regionalism’ as a separate field of study gives pause for thought; the intellectual parochialism of much theory work in EU studies does the same. One of the key concepts in social science theory is that of the paradigm (Kuhn 1970) – a body of thought adopted as a matter of faith (Kuhn 1970: 156) which allows us to make sense of the world/our chosen phenomena for study, and which must be accepted or rejected wholesale (Doyal and Harris 1989: 14). Only internal critique of a paradigm is possible, for ‘outside’ criticism is easily written off on the ground that it starts from a false basis or fails to understand the subtleties of the paradigm under examination. If we interpret ‘integration theory’ and the NRA as different paradigms, then there must be significant doubt about the feasibility of the collaboration between scholars in the two sub-fields called for immediately above
. 

However, and following from section 2 above, I maintain that the NRA and integration theory are not separate paradigms, but rather sub-fields of the same one. Although they often use different terminology, both sets of scholars study the same dependent variable: the formation of regional blocs, processes and clusters in the global political economy. They both start from political science perspectives to embrace inter-disciplinarity and to focus on the functions, scope, development and impact of regional organisations
. They are not reflections of different meta-understandings of international relations (Idealism and Realism
); instead, within each field, scholars who might be called idealists or realists contribute to the debate. Such paradigm sub-sections as the NRA and integration theory are thus not accurately conceived as incommensurable rivals. This is partly because debate between paradigms is always circular and inconclusive, meaning that they cannot compete in any meaningful sense of the word and thus to speak of rival paradigms is always problematic (Kuhn 1970); however, it is chiefly because the alleged differences between the two sub-fields of study are revealed upon hard analysis to be meagre, and therefore capable of deliberation, adaptation and expression in a new shared understanding. 

Nonetheless, sub-paradigms can and do proceed as if the other did not exist, either considering themselves as true paradigms or in real or affected ignorance of each other. It is this problem which must be addressed if the various useful insights generated by both sets of scholars are to be harnessed with optimal benefit. This requires explicit attention to the strengths and weaknesses of each approach and dialogue between their respective proponents
. Each sub-field will gain from this
. ‘New regionalism’ scholars would thereby embrace a more complex understanding of interdisciplinarity (law, sociology, anthropology as well as politics and economics), broaden their focus and range by no longer seeing the EU as ‘the Other’, and learn from the various mistakes that integration theorists/EU studies scholars have made as well as the insights they have generated. ‘Old regionalism’ scholars would rediscover the importance of critical theory and political economy, both of which are under-represented in EU studies, and engage more explicitly with global/international issues that affect their dependent variable. Both sets of scholars would gain from explicit investigation of what may not after all be quirks of the EU system as it advances (e.g. flexibility, heavy reliance upon informal politics, legitimacy issues, complex inter-linkages between the new centre and the component states) but rather inherent features of regionalism wherever practiced. 

How is this process of engagement to be undertaken, however? What kind of approach to theory-building does it require? Two initial points are obvious, but also important: first, if we undertake this task we are not starting in a vacuum; we therefore need to take stock of what we already ‘know’ or claim, and use the resultant audit as a starting point. Second, progress will come gradually through dialogue, comparative research around a shared research agenda, and critique. 

This indicates that at the metatheoretical level a critical approach to theory is likely to be beneficial. Critical theories aim to liberate scholars (and non-academics too) from hegemonic/dominant but unhelpful perceptions – in this case, the false divide between the NRA and ‘old regionalism’ studies. Acknowledging the impossibility of complete objectivity, critical theorists nonetheless eschew extreme forms of relativism as unhelpful, on the ground that the world can be known even if each of us perceives it differently, and knowledge can meaningfully be communicated (Mjøset 1999). Critical theorists also engage in explicitly reflective practice, seeking ‘truth’ not by correspondence with ‘facts’ as in Popperian positivism but by consensus (i.e. through reflection and deliberation about the most plausible explanation of a phenomenon or the best course of action). Of course, there is a strong ethical flavour to critical theory – it seeks to uncover ways of making the world better, and not just better understood.  The ultimate goal of uncovering ways in which regional organisations might work more effectively, or more democratically, is surely one worth supporting. 

A further advantage of critical theory is that it can be undertaken more or less ‘scientifically’
. In other words, it can define dependent variables, list and justify independent variables, specify hypotheses and collect evidence which is then deliberated upon in order to draw conclusions and, if appropriate, prescribe a course of action. In this way, it seeks ultimately to elaborate generalisable theory, not as Grand Theory but as a conceptual framework – a ‘frame of reference in which reality can be examined… (by) providing interpretations of relationships between variables’ (Stoker 1995: 18). In the next section of the paper I take initial steps in this process by defining the dependent variable for such studies.

4) Defining the Dependent Variable: ‘Regionalisation’ As an Offer

Trying to define what a ‘region’ is has been fraught with difficulty in the NRA. Do regions have to be (heavily) institutionalised? Do they have to be geographically distinct and coherent? Do they have to be at a certain stage of economic development before they qualify for the label? Calleya (1997: 34) argues that there is no agreement in the literature on this head, arguing that regions are de facto defined by the interactions (social/cultural flows) that they contain
. Typologies of regions abound; they can be ‘transnational’ (network-based, led by cross-border interest groups and informal interaction), ‘intergovernmental’ (led by governments) or ‘comprehensive’ (led by both governments and interest groups) (Calleya 1997: 38). They can be ‘core’ or ‘periphery’ regions (Hettne 2000: xvii – xix).  They can be ‘hegemonic’ (dominated by one state), ‘international’ (where all component states are roughly equal), or ‘transnational’ (of which there are two sub-categories: corporate transnational regions, which seek to promote economic growth, and societal transnational regions, which seek to tackle wealth inequalities) (Hveem 2003: 86-91). Moreover, regions can fluctuate along a continuum comprising five stages of ‘region-ness’ according inter alia to internal flows of senses of regional identity andglobal level variables (Hettne 2002; Hettne and Söderbaum 2002)
. There is thus an emergent view that attempting a narrow definition of the term ‘region’ is not likely to be productive, and that instead theorists should concentrate on understanding the various processes of regionalisation that are unfurling across the globe (Schulz, Söderbaum and Ojendal 2001, Laursen 2003b).

That said, good theory-building requires clarity about the nature of the dependent variable. To that end, I propose the term ‘regionalisation’ as one which could be usefully adopted, and offer a typology to help understand and conceptually manage the diversity of this phenomenon.  I intend ‘regionalisation’ to mean:


an explicit, but not necessarily formally institutionalised, process of adapting participant state norms, policy making processes, policy styles, policy content, political opportunity structures, economies and identity (potentially at both elite and popular levels) to both align with and shape a new collective set of priorities, norms and interests at regional level, which may itself then evolve, dissolve or reach stasis.

Regionalisation focuses by definition on process rather than outcome; this helps avoid unnecessary battles over defining the likely or desired end-point, since there may in fact be no such thing. By the same token, no particular end-point for, or institutional configuration of, regionalisation is prioritised. In this way, teleological assumptions such as those of early neofunctionalists can be avoided. Moreover, the term can be applied to processes of region-construction which have diverse natures and core rationales. Below is a typology of regionalisation. 

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

‘Regionalisation’ is a dynamic term, implying fluidity and movement. However, it is not intended to imply that processes of regionalisation can, or should, only progress/deepen. Moreover, the term connotes a non-monolithic and multi-level focus, because it brings the scholar’s attention to transformations of structures, process and agency at the regional level, the level of the component states, and within those states (groups, institutions, individuals): one cannot make or recast a region without altering its component parts and the individual people swept up in, or partly causing, the process. Additionally, ‘regionalisation’ should be understood as a two-way, or multi-way, process in which complex constellations of variables at regional, global, national, local, and even personal/individual levels can combine to produce outcomes at any given time.

Thus the term is generalisable, by which I mean that it could be applied to any instance of cross-border international region-formation in world politics. It expects a link between politics and economics, but does not privilege one over the other. It allows for security issues to be a causal factor, but does not expect this always to be the case, at least if by ‘security’ we mean military issues. It allows for both normative and more instrumental factors to play a causal role, again without stating which is the more important. Such matters should be explored empirically rather than simply stated at the outset. As a final benefit, it avoids loaded terminology such as ‘old regionalism’, ‘new regionalism’, and ‘integration’ (which NRA scholars, with some justification, see as an irretrievably neofunctionalist term, and thus too closely bound to teleological accounts of regional polity-formation for general use – viz. Söderbaum 2003).

Understanding ‘regionalisation’ as the dependent variable in such a way thus has much to offer. It might also be seen to have shortcomings: it does not specify the policy areas in which regionalisation must/should occur, or set out precise mechanisms by which the process might be deepened. Nor does it say why states might undertake regionalisation in the first place, or even whether the choice is actually theirs to make. Nor does it specify precisely the range of actors involved and their roles in the process; instead it lists actors who are potentially involved. All these problems are, however, capable of solution by comparative empirical research. In the next section of the paper, I set out and justify a list of independent variables to study  in such a manner, and to such an end.

5) Independent Variables of Regionalisation and Issues for Research

Ernst Haas (1970: 614-6) argued that regional integration projects (his terminology) depended on certain key factors for their success: transaction levels between participant states had to increase relative to those with third countries, in order to increase actor perceptions of interdependence; all involved actors/states had to perceive benefits from the process, even if those benefits were distributed unequally; the readiness of wealthier participant states to provide side-payments when necessary was more important for success than relative homogeneity of either wealth or size between participant states; formal institution-building helped cement senses of interdependence; and although certain issue areas may always be resistant to regionalisation, and others may reach a plateau at an early stage of the process, the key catalyst was the creation of a common market for and between the component states. This set of variables, generated on the back of impressive empirical work, is nonetheless clearly neofunctionalist: witness for example the emphasis on institutions, the perceived importance of progress/deepening, the idea of protectionist market-formation. Thus, it should be treated with as much caution as respect in regionalisation studies, even if we recall (again) that the so-called ‘new regionalism’ began with the very act of protectionist market-creation in what is now the EU that Haas identified as key.

More recent literature suggests a range of independent variables to study. Hveem (2003) argues that perceptions of output legitimacy are crucial for regionalisation to continue or progress; Bøås, Marchand and Shaw (2003) urge scholars to focus explicitly on the interplay between formal and informal aspects of regionalisation. 

Walter Mattli (1999: 42) suggests that if we wish to understand the likely success of a regionalisation process (although like Haas he uses the term ‘regional integration’), we should focus on four key variables: the likelihood of significant economic gain; likely gain for key national actors, e.g. increased legitimacy/popularity; the existence of credible and accepted leadership; and joint formal institutions (although Mattli argues that these are helpful rather than vital). In later work (Mattli 2003), he also argues that ‘horizontal’ factors – essentially the willingness of the component states or regional organisation to delegate power to the private sector – are vital for successful economic regionalisation, and therefore need to be studied as key variables.

Finn Laursen (Laursen 2003b) argues that comparative study of regionalisation (my term) projects should focus on four key variables: the functional scope of the various entities; their respective institutional systems; the size of their membership; and their respective impacts. The level of regionalisation (how much economic regionalisation? Political as well as economic regionalisation?) can be understood by exploring three issues: the interests of the component states; the roles and capacities of regional institutions; and the impact of exogenous factors, e.g. globalisation. Breslin, Higgott and Rosamond (2002:19) agree with Laursen’s first and third issues, but add a different complementary variable – the existence of a sense of regional identity. All these lists of variables provide useful points of departure, but they require harnessing in a consolidated format and attention both to contradictions and to hidden (rather than explicitly articulated) assumptions of a neofunctionalist/NRA kind. The following is an attempt to do just that, while also adding variables (or issues to explore in order to assign the proper weight to those variables).

There are, I submit, four principal independent variables which require exploration. All of them have sub-variables, or perhaps better expressed, issues to address empirically in order to generate an understanding of the variable in question. The principal independent variables are: the rationale for the beginning of the regionalisation process (genesis); the way the regionalisation process works (functionality); the ideational/affective factors at work in the process (socialisation); and the effects of regionalisation on its component states/other states (impact). The following table lists each principal independent variable in turn, and then sets out issues for empirical research in order to explore them.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

The list of suggested research issues for each of the independent variables appears to me to be comprehensive at the present time. However, nothing precludes the addition of further questions should this prove necessary. Immediately below is a table containing a tentative hypothesis for each of the independent variables. Each hypothesis is intended to involve as many of the relevant research issues as possible. Each hypothesis is capable of being tested using research questions formulated on the basis of the research issues listed above, and is capable of partial or complete falsification.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

6) In Lieu of a Conclusion – Summary and Aspiration

In this paper I have argued that the divide between ‘new’ and ‘old’ regionalisms is conceptually untenable as well as unhelpful. The stated differences between ‘new’ and ‘old’ regionalisms as politico-economic projects are exaggerated, and only two (the North-South element of some new regionalist projects such as NAFTA, and the relative lack of emphasis on issues of identity and legitimacy in the ‘old’ regionalist projects and scholarship) stand up to scrutiny. These two issues do not constitute justification for the creation of another sub-field of social science. Furthermore, in conceptual terms, the ‘new regional approach’ often caricatures classical integration theory, and is far less different from current theoretical work in the epitome of ‘old regionalism’, EU studies, than might be thought from this misrepresentation. Equally, the fact that the New Regionalism Approach has highlighted issues which could very usefully be addressed in EU studies has gone largely unnoticed because scholars in both sub-fields of study have tended to gloss over, or at least fail to give adequate conceptual weight to, the fact that the EU itself is a form, and even the crucible, of ‘new regionalism’. I argued that the divide between new and old regionalism was therefore erroneous, and capable of being understood as an unfortunate schism within a single paradigm rather than as evidence of separate paradigms incapable of meaningful communication between themselves.  

In order to repair this schism, I elaborated a new understanding of the dependent variable, the process by which states work together in regional clusters, which I called ‘regionalisation’ and which was deliberately defined in terms that are a prioi acceptable to scholars of both new and old forms of regionalism (or at least to contemporary adherents of the NRA and EU studies). This definition focuses on process rather than outcome, and sets the basis for the stipulation of independent variables, issues to be explored in research, and tentative hypotheses for such work. Empirical work may of course indicate that the typologies require revision, or that a given state can take part in different regionalisation processes simultaneously but for different reasons. It may also show that regionalisation processes change their nature over time. Comparative study  may be as useful within each ‘type’ as between each type, at least in this early stage of reaching for a pre-theory. Thus, the conceptual framework set out here is intended as a guide for future research, to be revisted and revised as necessary.

In sum, the paper argues for a critical theory approach to the development of a conceptual framework for the study and theorisation of regionalisation, both in terms of the kind of theory that is being sought and in the approach taken to its elaboration. In that respect it is both a homage to, and (hopefully) a refinement of, the scholarship of theorists such as Joseph Nye (Nye 1968), who saw the back-to-basics, cards-on-the-table approach as the only way to solve the problems of first generation neofunctionalism. My intention here has not been to reinvigorate that body of scholarship, but rather to emulate the approach Nye adopted to the solution of a difficult, paradigm-shaping research problem. It is my hope that as regionalisation scholars we can therefore avoid continuing intra-paradigm schism and seize the available opportunities for both cross-fertilisation and conceptual clarity. 
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Notes

� In section 4 of this paper I advocate the use of a new term, ‘regionalisation’. Terms such as ‘regionalism’ and ‘regional integration’ are used in sections 1-3 of this paper in two ways. First, in a general sense and for the sake of variety, as synonyms. Second, and more precisely, as appropriate to reflect the ontologies of the scholars who worked with the two concepts.


� The value of EU studies and integration theory for new regionalism scholars, and the differences between ‘old’ and ‘new’ forms of regionalism have been matters of controversy; see section 2 below.


� For an excellent account of the relevant issues, see Rosamond 2000. For a set of essays exploring the main trends in current (European) integration theory, see Wiener and Diez 2004.


� As will be clear from what follows, it is not always apparent whether such distinctions are considered to be essentially empirical (i.e. differences between ‘new’ and ‘old’ regional projects) or theoretical (i.e. differences between the NRA and integration theory à la neofunctionalism).


� For a discussion of this attempted synthesis, see Warleigh 1998.


� For instance, the otherwise impressive volume on integration theory edited by Antje Wiener and Thomas Diez (2004) has no chapter on the new regionalism approach.


� Kuhn (1970: 151) argued that communication between paradigms is possible, and in very rare cases scholars can even ‘convert’ from one paradigm to another – note the religious terminology. However, the complementarity of paradigms is not high, since although no single paradigm can explain everything, decisions about which questions are the most important to answer, how answers should be sought, and even which evidence is accepted, drive the individual back into the creation of an established corpus of thought and rules – a vicious circle. Paradigms, therefore, change or collapse only when they become incapable of explaining a critical mass of matters considered by the paradigm-subscribers to be significant, and when there is another putative paradigm to adopt instead (Kuhn 1970: 77).


� I use the term ‘organisation’ as shorthand, for the sake of convenience rather than to imply that all regionalisation processes must be heavily institutionalised.


� On these two traditions, see Hollis and Smith (1991).


� Sections 4 and 5 make a tentative attempt at this. 


� The remainder of this paragraph draws on Warleigh 2004: 303-7.


� This capacity is far less clear in the constructivism – see the lucid thoughts of Alexander Wendt on ‘science’ and constructivism (Wendt 1999: 372-3).


� Calleya (1997: 36) does however put forward his own definition of a region, arguing that regions require: regularly inter-acting states whose foreign policy has an impact on each other’s domestic policy; member states which have geographical proximity to each other; a ruling group of at least two states; positive external influence from third states. 


� These stages are described by Hettne (2002: 327-8) as: ‘regional space’ (a geographical unit bound together by trade and settlement links); ‘regional complex’ (embryonic interdependence); ‘regional society’ (formal membership organisation covering issues of culture, economics, defence/security and politics); ‘regional community’ (based on shared values and transnational civil society); and ‘regional institutionalised polity’ (fixed regional political structures with a degree of autonomous power). 





















































Table 1: A Typology of Regionalisation





type of regionalisation�
features�
examples�
�
Structured regionalisation�
A complex multi-issue entity, using informal politics despite deep institutionalisation. No hegemon exists; substantial power is delegated to the new centre in many policy areas, and is costly to ‘repatriate’. �
European Union (EU); African Union (in aspiration)�
�
Dominance regionalisation�
An alternative to a global regime, established by regional/global hegemon to counter threats to its power from other regionalisation processes or states. Focuses on narrow range of issues, with emphasis on trade.�
North American Free Trade Area (NAFTA)�
�
Security Regionalisation�
Focus on security issues, either military or socio-economic. May be geographically contiguous or transregional in membership.�
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership; North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO)�
�
Network Regionalisation�
Regional identity-driven response to globalisation. May acquire significant or more limited range of powers, but relies primarily on non-institutionalised or intergovernmental working methods. �
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN); African Union (in actuality); South American Common Market (Mercosur)�
�
Conjoined Regionalisation�
Strategic partnership of one regionalisation process with either another such process or with key states outside the region for the sake of economic or foreign policy advantage�
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC); putative Free Trade Area of the Americas�
�
�












Table 2: Independent Variables of Regionalisation





genesis�
functionality�
socialisation�
impact�
�
Why do states participate?�
Who leads, how and why?�
Impact on senses of identity (at elite and mass levels)�
On global economy�
�
Why do states continue as participants?�
Who makes day-to-day decisions? With which decision rules?�
Policy learning (exchange of models/ideas, or convergence to new norm?)�
On democracy in the component states�
�
What are the stated purpose and objectives of the regionalisation process?�
What role, if any, is played by non-state actors?�
Transaction flows (social, cultural, economic)�
On distribution of wealth (state-state, and intra-state)�
�
How is the regionalisation process defined (inclusion/exclusion)?�
Which policy issues are addressed, and why?�
Popular awareness and understanding�
On influence of the component states (both on each other and vis-à-vis third countries)�
�
�
Is the regionalisation process stop-go, linear, reversible, or static?�
Popular support (legitimacy)�
Are certain policy styles/types imposed or made impossible?�
�
�
Do the actors involved also collaborate outside the regionalisation process? If so, how and why?�
Increase in trust (elite; mass)?�
Are the structures/constitutions of the component states changed?�
�
�
What mixture of informal and formal mechanisms?�
�
Does the regionalisation process deepen? Why?�
�
�
Implementation and enforcement mechanisms�
�
Does the regionalisation process take on more states over time?�
�
�
Performance (output)�
�
�
�
























Table 3: Hypotheses





independent variable�
hypothesis�
�
Genesis�
States participate in regionalisation because they perceive a specific common interest in managing the economic and/or security consequences of globalisation that is not shared with states outside the region�
�
Functionality�
Regionalisation is a stop-go process dominated by the governments of component states and dictated by their perceived interests, with a tendency towards informal methods of decision-making�
�
Socialisation�
Policy learning and joint problem-solving are more apparent than regionalised identities at either elite or mass level�
�
Impact�
Regionalisation empowers the component states as a collective vis-à-vis third countries and has significant structural (constitutional) impact on its component states�
�






